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ARMS CONTROL 

1. DURING VISIT TO WASHINGTON ON APRIL 2, FCO ASST 
UNDERSEC ROSE AND UK EMBOFFS ENGAGED IN REVIEW WITH 
LEONARD ( ACDA) AND ACDA OFF OF PROS AND CONS OF VARIOUS 
APPROACHES TO CW ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS. LEONARD 
MADE CLEAR HE COULD NOT STATE WHETHER OR WHEN USG WOULD 
ADOPT ANY SPECIFIC APPROACH TO CW ARMS CONTROL. 

2. ROSE SAID UK OFFICIALS WERE THINKING THAT NEXT STEP 
SHOULD BE EXPLORATION AT CCD OF COMPREHENSIVE CW TREATY 
WITH FULL- SCALE VERIFICATION INCLUDING ON- SITE INSPEC- 
TIONS. ROSE EXPRESSED OPINION THAT WE WERE ALL COMMITTED 
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TO COMPREHENSIVE TREATY AND, THEREFORE, SHOULD AT LEAST 
MAKE INITIAL EFFORT IN THIS DIRECTION. LEONARD ACKNOWL- 
EDGED THAT WE WERE COMMITTED TO OBJECTIVE OF ULTIMATELY 
ACHIEVING COMPREHENSIVE PROHIBITIONS; HOWEVER, WE WERE 
NOT REPEAT NOT COMMITTED TO DOING THIS THROUGH APPROACH 
OF A SINGLE COMPREHENSIVE TREATY. ARTICLE IX OF BIOLOGI- 
CAL WEAPONS TREATY SPOKE OF OBJECTIVE OF EFFECTIVE 
PROHIBITION ( INCLUDING DESTRUCTION) OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS 
THROUGH " EFFECTIVE MEASURES' - LEONARD STRESSED 

THAT THE REFERENCE WAS TO MEASURES IN THE PLURAL. A 
COMMITMENT TO WORK IN GOOD FAITH TOWARD THIS OBJECTIVE, 
THROUGH " MEASURES ", WAS VERY DIFFERENT FROM A COMMITMENT 
TO A SINGLE COMPREHENSIVE TREATY, WHICH WE DID NOT HAVE. 

3. ROSE ALSO SUGGESTED THAT POSSIBILITY OF COMPREHENSIVE 
TREATY PROHIBITIONS HAD NOT YET REALLY BEEN EXPLORED AT 
GENEVA AND WE COULD PUT ONUS ON SOVIETS FOR FAILURE TO 
ACHIEVE THIS, BEFORE CONSIDERING PARTIAL MEASURES. 

LEONARD NOTED THAT, ON THE CONTRARY, IN THE LAST SEVERAL 
YEARS, THERE HAD BEEN EXTENSIVE WORK IN GENEVA ON 
VARIOUS PROBLEMS AND QUESTIONS INVOLVED IN COMPREHENSIVE 
CW PROHIBITIONS. THE US HAD SUBMITTED MANY RELEVANT 
WORKING PAPERS, E. G„ ON EXTENT TO WHICH IT WOULD BE 
POSSIBLE TO DISTINGUISH BETWEEN STOCKPILES OF CHEMICAL 
MUNITIONS AND STOCKPILES OF CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS, AND 
ON THE PROBLEMS INVOLVED IN DESTRUCTION OF CHEMICAL 
WEAPONS; A NUMBER OF DELEGATIONS HAD SUBMITTED PAPERS 
OUTLINING VERIFICATION SCHEMES THAT THEY THOUGHT MIGHT 
BE USED IN CONNECTION WITH COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH. 

4. IN COURSE OF DISCUSSION, LEONARD POINTED OUT THAT 
THERE MIGHT BE SOME UNDESIRABLE OPERATIONAL CONSEQUENCES 
FROM TACTICAL STANDPOINT IF UK OR WEST WERE TO TABLE 
PROPOSALS FOR A COMPREHENSIVE TREATY. IT COULD NOT BE 
SAFELY ASSUMED THAT ONE COULD EASILY OR AUTOMATICALLY 
SHIFT FROM A COMPREHENSIVE PROPOSAL TO A PARTIAL PROPOSAL 
ONCE SOVIETS OR OTHERS HAD REJECTED THE WESTERN PROPOSALS 
FOR VERIFICATION. OTHER GOVERNMENTS, INCLUDING SOME OF 
OUR ALLIES, MIGHT TAKE POSITION THAT SCOPE OF TREATY, 

I. E„ COMPREHENSIVENESS, WAS FULLY AGREED, AND ALL THAT 
WAS LEFT WAS TO REACH " COMPROMISE" ON VERIFICATION. IT 
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VERIFICATION, EVEN WITH ON- SITES, COULD NOT PROVIDE 100 
PER CENT REASSURANCE. FOR EXAMPLE, IN VERIFYING WHETHER 
SOVIETS HAD DESTROYED ALL THEIR STOCKS, WE MIGHT NOT 
KNOW WHERE TO SEEK ON- SITES IN ORDER TO BE SURE NO 
STOCKS WERE REMAINING ANYWHERE IN THE SOVIET UNION. 

THESE GOVERNMENTS WOULD THEN ARGUE THAT IT WAS ONLY A 
QUESTION OF DEGREE AS TO HOW GOOD VERIFICATION NEEDED TO 
BE ( WITH OR WITHOUT ON- SITES), AND WE OUGHT TO COOPERATE 
WITH CCD MEMBERS, LIKE THE YUGOSLAVS AND THE SWEDES, IN 
SEEKING " COMPROMISE" IN WHICH SOME ACCEPTABLE AMOUNT OF 
REASSURANCE WAS FOUND WITHOUT ON- SITES. THUS WE COULD 
FIND OURSELVES ON THE CLASSICAL " SLIPPERY SLOPE" TOWARDS 
A COMPREHENSIVE TREATY WHEN WE MIGHT NOT THINK ONE 
WAS PRACTICAL OR SOUND. ( LEONARD NOTED THAT IT WAS NOT 
CLEAR THAT THE US WOULD BE 

WILLING TO IOIN IN A UK PROPOSAL WHICH IMPLIED THAT 
COMPREHENSIVE PROHIBITIONS, INVOLVING COMPLETE ELIMINA- 
TION OF OUR CHEMICAL WEAPONS, COULD BE ADEQUATELY 
VERIFIED BY VIRTUE OF INCLUSION OF PROVISIONS FOR SOME 
ON- SITES.) 

5. LEONARD ALSO POINTED OUT THAT EVEN IF, SPEAKING 
HYPOTHETICALLY. A WESTERN PROPOSAL FOR A COMPREHENSIVE 
TREATY WITH EXTENSIVE VERIFICATION, INCLUDING ON- SITES, 

WERE PUT FORTH, IT WAS QUITE UNCERTAIN THAT THE SOVIETS 
WOULD BE GENERALLY BLAMED THEREAFTER FOR LACK OF PROGRESS. 
ALTHOUGH THE SOVIETS WOULD. OF COURSE, RESIST ON- SITE 
INSPECTIONS FOR POLITICAL REASONS, THEY WOULD CERTAINLY 
ARGUE THAT ON- SITE INSPECTIONS ARE NOT A GENUINELY 
PRACTICAL METHOD OF VERIFICATION IN THE CASE OF CW 
CONTROLS. THE SOVIETS AND THEIR ALLIES HAD ALREADY 
ARGUED IN GENEVA THAT. GIVEN THE VASTNESS OF CHEMICAL 
INDUSTRIES IN LARGE AND DEVELOPED COUNTRIES. ON- SITE 
INSPECTIONS WOULD NOT BE WORKABLE IN PROVIDING SIGNIFI- 
CANT REASSURANCE REGARDING POSSIBLE PROSCRIBED ACTIVITIES. 

AS LEONARD HAD ALREADY POINTED OUT, IT WAS HARD TO SEE 
HOW ON- SITE INSPECTIONS COULD GIVE YOU ANY REAL GRIP ON 
THE PROBLEM OF THE LOCATION OR SIZE OF CW AGENT OR 
MUNITION STOCKPILES IN THE SOVIET UNION. THE SOVIETS 
COULD THEN BE EXPECTED TO CHARGE THAT SINCE ON- SITES 
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WERE CLEARLY NOT A PRACTICAL SOLUTION, THE WEST 
OBVIOUSLY HAD THE POLITICAL PURPOSE OF FRUSTRATING 
AGREEMENT BY MAKING A DEMAND WHICH IT KNEW WAS NEITHER 
ACCEPTABLE NOR EFFECTIVE. IT WAS QUESTIONABLE IN SUCH 
A SITUATION WHETHER WE WOULD REALLY BE PLACING THE ONUS 
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FOR LACK OF PROGRESS ON THE SOVIETS. 

6. AFTER LENGTHY DISCUSSION OF ABOVE CONSIDERATIONS, 

ROSE APPEARED TO ACCEPT THAT THERE MIGHT BE SERIOUS 
TACTICAL DRAWBACKS TO PUTTING FORWARD COMPREHENSIVE 
PROPOSAL IN EXPECTATION THAT THIS WOULD BE WAY- STATION 
TO CONSIDERATION OF PARTIAL MEASURES. 

7. ROSE RAISED QUESTION OF POSSIBLE PARTIAL MEASURES 

AND SPECIFICALLY POSSIBLE BAN ON PRODUCTION OF CW AGENTS. 
LEONARD ASSURED ROSE THAT IF US WERE TO DECIDE TO PUT 
THIS APPROACH BEFORE ITS ALLIES, IT WOULD DO SO ONLY IN 
BET IFF THAT SECURITY INTERESTS OF THE ALLIANCE WOULD BE 
SERVED. ROSE EXPRESSED OPINION THAT MOST SUBSTANTIAL 
CONSIDERATION IN FAVOR OF CONCEIVABLE PRODUCTION BAN 
WAS THAT WEST, AND US IN PARTICULAR, HAD VERY LITTLE 
EXPECTATION OF SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASING ITS CHEMICAL 
WARFARE ARSENAL UNDER PRESENT AND FORESEEABLE CIRCUM- 
STANCES. NONETHELESS, BRITISH WERE STILL LIKELY TO HAVE 
PROBLEMS WITH THIS APPROACH, IN PART BECAUSE THEY WERE 
UNCERTAIN AS TO EXTENT OF THREAT FROM SOVIETS ON CW. 

ROSE STATED THAT HE PLANNED TO LOOK IN MORE DETAIL AT 
INTELLIGENCE PICTURE WHEN HE RETURNED TO LONDON. ROSE 
CONCLUDED THAT NO DECISION HAD BEEN TAKEN IN LONDON 
AGAINST ANY PARTIAL APPROACH AND NOTED IT WOULD TAKE 
TIME FOR BRITISH TO STUDY MATTER FULLY. ROGERS 
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